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Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processing ofMMDS applications", I
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors th~~ s~~y~~lWPvced my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm POSltiO~S\tiIiftl.A any
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". JUN .::.9)9921 ~

(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulare the cable industry, ~H;.llf_lIa~ a iaQ
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology coiWfiflmr!rt~J
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a fihng ..
environment for the MMDS licenses that would anmg qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the
media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process" (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do nQt own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
nQ1 qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and f"mancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(t) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants1 trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatl e ottery' risk or the applicant and, per the preference of

the FCC, expedite the arhiiinlstratiOD 0 he a a rocess! ! .i·
MMDS Applicant: Date tIP.. I _~~
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Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processing ofMMDS applications", I
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors thatsi~WJID~ my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position' ait-o~posinOii to any 0
consideration of a retroae.live rule change that would apply to "",ttlement groups". JUN ::'9.:.19921 ~1\

(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry,~i~~
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology coulm."1BRe1MI4idate to r
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would~ qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the
media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process" (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do n.Q1 own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
DQ1 qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and rmancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement ~roups", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would IIgrandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process! J) '. .'
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RESPONSE TO FCC "REQUEST FOR COMMENT"

Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th ·requestfor comment on proposals to speed processing ofMMDS applications", I
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors~~~~uenced my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm poRmi'aftlh\~h6nto anyo
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". JUN _. 9 19921 ~

_,4 ~~

(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry~5~.f.,~~~ ~tii
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technol'd'gy'~~~didate t~
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would~ qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the
media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process" Oottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do !lQ1 own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups". -

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
!lQ1 qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and rmancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement ~rou.ps", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.
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(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administratio of the ards process!
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Pursuant~~tl~~~~th "request for comment on proposals to speed processing ofMMDS applications", I
hereby submit tIIE¥CtiR1lnents below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly influenced~
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm posi~meDto any
conside1jin gfa~!Jlechange that would apply to "settlement groups" . II ..,I

. . M -9'1992' ~~
(a) As an adJu~;t~t? ~ efforts of Congress to re-regu.late the cable mdustry, the FeI~'llern~hstrated a.PJi&

thaR~!:t»V l£ci)etter approach, and that "wIreless cable" technolo~lJ~~~1eF
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was f'or~.smmft filihg
environment for the MMDS licenses that would~ qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the
media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process" (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do nm own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
nm qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and rmancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement ~roups", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the a~rationof the awar~process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed /rJauw:l (}U //!L/-
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RESPONSE TO FCC "REQUEST FOR COMMENTtyU qJ.-8D
Pursuant to the FC~'s April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processing ofMMDS applications", I
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly influenced my \
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position~~~y / 0
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". ." 2Z

JUN =:9~ J992f F e
(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demonstrated a po""~

that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology ,*,.bJU8li~lto;;~
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the~.~ing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would~ qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the
media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process" (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do nQt own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups". -

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
nQt qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, th~ preparntion of an appU~atio!l to mc~!!de the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acce.ptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement &roups", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!
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Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processing ofMMDS applications", I
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that sig!!!~~~l influenced~
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm positiR~tI!ifi)oany :Q
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". :!! C5

JUN ~.9J9921 I:n z
(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demonstrated a posi~

that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technolo~lB.aG*lJPt~iHlte to
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for tHl~~~URl filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would~ qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the
media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process" Oottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do !lQt own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC I S rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
nm qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and fmancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own role-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement &roups", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement grouptt of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to ttinsincere speculators" often having a ttwin-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed ~~,/~ Date.s;--2 ? -;; 2-
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RESPONSE TO FCC "REQUEST FOR COwrY" q) /,~D .....
Pursuant to the FCC's A _9th "request for comment on proposals to speed )r:;;ss;ng ofMMDS applications" , l
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly influenced 8
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and opposition to anY:Q
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". RECEIVED ~~

(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the F~G,~-.Ned a ~itB
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology cou'fd'& a ~iar,1tCandidate I)
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objectivewas.Rb~l~ing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would~ qualified non-mono~~ftlby average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the
media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process" Oottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do nm own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

.'

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
nm qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and rmancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement ~roU1>s", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite theadmjni~awards pr:ess!

MMDS Applicant: Si~ C- ..... -- Z --Date r;A~"
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Pursuant to the FCC I ~ April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processing ofMMDS applications", I
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that sif1t~i\1~ my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my fmn position an~dtt'tkJs\tYm;:Wany

consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". JUN ;,.' 9 '991~ §
--.... " :0 G)

(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, tlJI~<iI6~.rw:uti!
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology cou._(J:~~~~
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing r­
environment for the MMDS licenses that would~ qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the
media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process" (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do nQt own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
nQt qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and rmancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement ~roups", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater fmance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

Date -t'~z.-
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MMDS Applicant: Signed·~~~S!::~~~~~:Io-""""_

(t) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of th wards process!
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I RECEIVED
(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "randbm selection process"..(lottery)

in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.JUN - 9 199~1

Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speedprocesf~ fAM~~ations", I
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantlY mnb'fAced my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm positionJt1N wpo~.ition to any
consideration of a wroactiVll role change that would apply to ·settlement groups· . OR\~~

(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the,FCC de~ol3llclt«a position
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology could'be a vi:t,'e"~idate to
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would itt!:a&t qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the
media giants.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption ofi~~~ce
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by ~r~II\I1T
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do nQ1 own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-tiling prerequisite without which applications could
nm qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and rmancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 tiling fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement &roU1's", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that flIed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed~~:LI.. Date t r dl-9g
____-' I' ,(/# »=~hA



Date b-/~ 92-·

RESPONSE TO FCC "REQUFST FOR COMMENT" flit~
Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processing ofMMDS applications", I
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly influenced my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and opposition to any
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". ORIGINi\L

(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC del1lQ!l)ti~position
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology could be a viable candidate to
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would~ qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on eqUal-foot~VWijbJbe
media giants. REGt:1 t:U

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selectiodUMoee9;1_ery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

FEDEfW. ea.tMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules 9f!~B1~~nce
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do nQ1 own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC I S rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
nQt qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and rmancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement &roups", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(t) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly levera e the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administ • of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed,--,-~.-:J.::.~t.:::::....~::L!:::.:=:r.....'~/Z;;.;..~.::...,{~~~~



Date t.- :L. r""1.-

RESPONSE TO FCC "REQUEST FOR COMMENT" fft- f2~
Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "requestfor comment on proposals to speed processing ofMMDS applications", I
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly influenced my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and opposition ~W"'.,
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". \j~ ~

~~ ..
(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demonstra", a position

that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology could be a viable candidate to
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would anmg qualified non-monopoly participation by average
Am~~ citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on eqlteeel~D
media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selectiortl!Jt&;esY" '.ery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest biddft1eRALCa.lMUNlCATIONSCOMMISSIOO

OFFICE'OF lliE SECRETARY
(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference

credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do nQt own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
nQt qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and fmandal certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own role-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement &roups", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(t) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed Jt1A~!?~



.lU,;S1'UNS~ 'l'U J1L.L. "~U~l .1"UA ~Ul"li"~"J. f/!.-fj:)--fi)
CONSUMER A~:SJS~

Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request/or comment on proposals to s~HI1 ptfxw~tJ:Ilt!_$!:u.£VS applications", I
hereby stibmit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factorUffiit<9rgnificantly influenced my
filin~ as a,sincere MMDS .applicant. Further, these commen~,reflect my firm ~sition and opposition ~o...~~_~
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to settlemeJugrcjJpsij 29 fH 'o?,~,'8\:)~' <.

JL 'l,\ "'\' ,
'", \;(.~_.

(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable ip(l~~, th.e FCC dem~nstrat~a.pOsition
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" tl'EIfn<t;n a6ta'ft a.1'Jibl~rJ1iW9~
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for' ilieaptt~tMdiLl
environment for the MMDS licenses that would~ qualified non-monopoly participation bylV~
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-feWtbgWitfilMt!

media giants. FEDERAl Ca.lMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
• OFFICE{)f TH~ SE,CRETARY

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do !lQt own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
!lQt qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and rmancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement &roups", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(t) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants flIed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

Date 3tl.Jtl~ 179 L



RESPONSE TO FCC "REQUEST FOR COMMENT"

Purs~uo the FCC's April 9th "request/or commlfJt.,:~11f1;RM~~eed processi~g ~/MMD~ applications", I
hereby submit the comments below to address the F~C"rulesj~ltelated factors that slgOlficantly mfluenced my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and OPpoSiti~~~~\..

consideration of a~ve rule change that woulj:P1 to~~lrrw"'!f7!!roups·. O~f\\.f.
(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demonstrated a position

that competition is a better approach, and thatj~elelS i:U£ ftchnology could be a viable candidate to
foster a competitive industry. The obvious ~~~s~oirral dbJectrve was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would~ qualified non-monopoly participation by average
Am~ri~ citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on eqUil;(g,~I~
medIa gIants. Ht:l,;t: IVt:U

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selectio~s9' .ry)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

FEDERAl. CC*MUNICATIONS COMMISSIOO

(c) This aliti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules r~~~~~~VJ:Jnce
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do nQ1 own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC I S rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups". -

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
nQ1 qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and rmandal certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own role-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement &royps", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed ~ ..dI;e;l/ Date "-/:Ju)'l.
I



RK'S.l'UNS~ TU ~LL "lUAJU~l ~U.K \...Ul~li~.l£f"ll.l fit..- 'i ,;J.. -{/J

Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "requestfo;=~~n proposliZs to speed processing ofMMDS applications", I
hereby submit the comments below to address the ~~rules and related factors that significantly influenced my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and opposition to an~

consideration of a retroactive rule change thinfogld~~","~ement groups". OR\G\N~\.

(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-~u...late ~.,e cable industry, the FCC dem~nstta~Siti6n
that competition is a better approach, REtOtt=.~Je{)able" technology could be a VIable candIdate to
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would~ qualified non-monopoly participation by average
Am~ri~ citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on eq"I:!ef!~e
medIa gIants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selectidlH~r~sl~hery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidffiiRALCOIMUNICATIONSCOMMISSIOO

OFFICE-OF THE SECRETARY
(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference

credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do nm own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
nm qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and rmancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Undemanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement &Toups", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owner~with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(t) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants ftled in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that ftled under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed~if'~. ~ Date S"--..3a -5':;



Date

RESPONSE TO FCC "REQUEST FOR COMMENT" (J1l- 7'~
cr SUMER AS$!Si

Pursua..,t to the FCC's April 9th "request1oP~bn proposals to speedprocessing ofMMDS applications", I
hereby submit the comments below to addresslJthe'"'peC rules and related factors th~~ significantly ~fluenced liX~~
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these com~~ts reflect my firm position and opposition~\~ •
consideration of a retroactive rule charl§a tIllt wduB:061:Y~M> "settlement groups". \):"\\\-~

(a) As an adjunct to the efforts ofC!Jl~ fO A-ng~late the cabl~ industry, the FCC dem~nstrated~.position
that competition is a better appr6\A,~ft. fWireless cable technology could be a viable candidate to
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would anrag qualified non-monopoly participation by average
Am~ri~ citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on~,;e~e
media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selectiJUtj,roc:%sl99&ttery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder. SCOMM"'~

FEDERAl. Ca.tMUNlCATION ""'M'
OFFICEOF fflE SECRETARY

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do nQt own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC I S rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
nQt qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and rmancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement ~rou.ps", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed (h4{dlf.A -Utu<;;;



RESPONSETOFC~\:'~UESTFORCOMMENT" PIL 7d-~
q ... ;-. J\S~IS "-55

Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "req~tf~~mon proposals to speed processing ofMMDS applications", I
hereby submit the comments below to add~ss the FCC rul.es and related factors th~~ significantly ~~flue~~ IN_
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, thesetf\il11l1l1ents reflect my firm position and OPPOSI~~-
consideration of a retroactive rule c~e'!hat"<i1ldippIy to "settlement groups". \J"' i\\..~ .

(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of con.weAS'l~\l\iGldatethe cable industry, the FCC dem~nstrateda. position
that competition is a betterappa~~Ihlt"'\vireless cable" technology could be a viable candidate to
foster a competitive industry. lite obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would~ qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on eq'Areeve&
media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selectioJ~~~~s..1aery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bid'ffi'eRALea.tMUNICATIONSCOMM~

OFFICEOF THE SECRETARY
(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making '.vas emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference

credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do !lQt own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
!lQt qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and rmancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement eroyps", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed Q.\)~~bQ\Date {e - J- q~



Date

RESPONSE TO FCC "REQUEST FOR COMMENT" ffL fJ.-r-cft)
Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "requeslidt~~~~ proposals to speed processing ofMMDS applications", I
hereby submit the comments below to address thBI~eetbles and related factors that significantly influenced my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and opposition to any
consideration of a retroactive rule change.lit ~ouI<\aJPIYito'~2ettlementgroups". . . ~\.

(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re;I~.uulalatet.~ cable industry, the FCC dem-~~sitjon
that competition is a better approac~Gtlt 'Wireless cable" technology could be a~ate to
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filIng
environment for the MMDS licenses that would~ qualified non-monopoly participation by average
Am~ri~ citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on eqlffeeeVie&
media gIants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selectio~'Ul~?sJ~~ery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bid.AL C()tMUNICATJONS COMMISSIOO

OFFICEOf ll-lE SECRETARY
(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference

credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do nQ1 own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
nQ1 qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and rmancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement &roups", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, die FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that coJlectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especiaJly resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards prOf;ess!

MMDS Applicant: Signed t4t.~~L&!1f. ;d:~



Date

RESPONS.t. ·l·U 1'L.L. "lU!A.lUJ1A) J. l'VA \"'Vln.l.~.u:..J.".I. pfl-.1~- 8lJ
Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "reque~ihJ~'~~1n proposals to speed processing ofMMDS applications", I

hereby submit the comments below to addressll/He>ill"c ruI.e.. s....and related factors th~t. significantly ~~fluen~.~
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm posItiOn and OppoSItiOn to
consideration of a retroactive rule chan~jMth' wcqJ191lfPIY!~ "settlement groups". ~~ ~ ,.

Ca> As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-~1aIe the cable industry, the FCC dem,?,strated a~sition
that competition is a better appr0t\lf;:'~~tV'wirelesscable" technology could be a vIable candI~ate to
foster a competitive industry. The6bvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filIng
environment for the MMDS licenses that would~ qualified non-monopoly participation by average
Am~ri~ citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete onequ~~
medIa gIants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection~~ .ry)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest biddioeRAlCCJ4MUNICATIONSCOMMISSION

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference

credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do !lQt own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
nQt qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and f"mancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement &ro\11>s", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants fIled in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that fIled under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants I trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"fuD settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awar prOt !

MMDS Applicant: Signed._W..,;..l.~~~~~~~=::f:~~



Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "requestf{fJt)~l!§propos~ls to speed processing ofMMDS applications", I
hereby st., mit the comments below to addrd~~3Plesandrelated factors th~t. significantly ~~fluenced my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm posItion and opposItion~~
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would applyto "settlement groups". ~~~

JUH 3 4 31 fH '92 . ~"c.~ ....
(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable mdustry, the FCC demonstratel'A posItion

that competitio~.is ~ better approac~A1p.t; \Y.iJire.~~~,s cabl~" ~hnology could be a viable candi~ate to
foster a competitive mdustry. The OO\~$SJcIialobjective was for the FCC to create a filIng
environment for the MMDS licenses that would~ qualified non-monopoly participation by average
Am~ri~ citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on eqU~~eI!l~
media gIants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selectio~s~m&~ry)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest biddWDeRALCC*t.WNICATlONSCOMMISSION

OFFICEOF THE SECRETARY
(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference

credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do IlQt own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC I S rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
IlQt qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and rmancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks accemable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement Wlu.oS", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed ez:;;;.' It:'&, Date M.<



c::Y? """ Ie. RESPCNSE TO FCC "REQUEST FOR COMMENT"
l'" t/ qJ Ato . RECE'V~Q

Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processzng ofMMDS appllcatlons , I
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantUUNfltI949t2Py
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and opposition 1'lRY
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". FEOERAl§~MISSIOO

Of !.RETAR.~

(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demonslrn a position
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology could be a viable candidate to
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would~ qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the
media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process" (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do nm own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
nm qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and rmancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own role-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement eroups", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Sign~Wd ...,L



<f~V\C Old-- --<to RESPONSE TO FCC "REQUEST FOR COMMENT"

Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th ·request for comment on proposals to speed processing ofMMDS applications", I
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly influenced my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and opposition to any
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups·. ~~~\.,

(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC ~~\t~';.~.position
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology could be a v~d!'iiate to
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attmkt qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on~~e
media giants. Ht:\Jt:IV E:U

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selecti.w~rOc&~ttery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder. COMM~~_1

FEDERAl. ta.'MUNICATIONS Il»IVIl

OFFICEOf THE~CRETARY
(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption ofits rules regardmg preference

credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do nQ1 own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
nQ1 qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and rmancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own mle-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement eroups", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(t) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!



? f2.- l)k C{J -fD .J.U:!;.'S1'U.N~.h 1 U 1'1,1, ..KJ!.t.,llJ~.1 .,VA ~Vll'lil'JbL".l

Pursuant to the FCC's Apri19th "requestfor comment on proposals to speed processing ofMMDS applications", I
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly influenced my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and opposition to ~. '
consideration of a retroa&tive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". c::R3.GJ.

~,~ ..
(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demonsOoA.... 'posltion

that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology could be a viable candidate to
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would~ qualified non-monopoly participation by average
Am~ri~ citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete oneq~i!tV!&
medIa gIants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selectio~'JNoCJsJWAery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidW6eRALca.iMUNICATIONSCOMMISSIOO

OFFICEOF THE SECRETARY
(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference

credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do nQt own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
nQt qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and rmancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to anow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks accemable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement ~roups", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-alI" lottery
mentality.

(t) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed~c:aI~ Date & -j......)) '2....-



RESPONSE TO FCC "REQUEST FOR COMMENT"

Date 0Z..<"
/'

l~ ~

/-) Ct~ /1(1. /~:;:L 'lAd
Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processing ofMMDS applications", I
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly influenced my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and opposition ~~\.
consideration of a retroaetjve rule change that would apply to "seldemenl groups". ~~~~~

(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demonstrated~ position
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology could be a viable candidate to
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attra&t qualified non-monopoly participation by average
Am~ri~ citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete onequA~ tVE8
media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection.~~' m~~ry)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest biddioeRAL~MUNlCATIONSCOMMlSSlON

OFFICEOF THE SECRETARY
(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference

credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do nQ1 own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
nQ1 qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and f"mancisl certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the vublic. Acconliiigly, the pltpaJ'ldion of an application to include the afurementiuned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own role-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acce.ptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement mups", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants fIled in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administratioJ), of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed La,:.',,~,~;::;(
J



f K\) Ie qJ .-f() RESPONSE TO FCC "REQUEST FOR COMMENT"

Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processing ofMMDS applications", I
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly influenced my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and oppositi0ll\Q.1iIU
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups" . O?>~~..

(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demonstratM' a position
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology could be a viable candidate to
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would~ qualified non-monopoly participation by average
Am~ri~ citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on eq'J!l!eeve&
medIa gIants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selectiotJ~OCe&J!c&ery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bid~RALCalMUNICAOONS COMMISSIOO

OFFICEOF THE SECRETARY
(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference

credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting cxtm
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do !lQ1 own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC I S rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

~

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
nm qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and f"mandal certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own role-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks aCCePtable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement eroups", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

Date (/a&G.--
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l 'Y ct1 -<to
Pursuant to the FCC I s April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processing ofMMDS applications", I
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly influenced my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and opposition to anX
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". OR\G\NF,,"a

(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demonsttatei~SitiOn
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology could be a viable candidate to
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would~ qualified non-monopoly participation by average
Am~ri~ citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on eq4t=C!I~"
medIa gIants. t1

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selectionJ~s~".ery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest biddrlDeRAL.ca.MUNICATIONS COMMISSION

OFFICE.OF THE SECRETARY
(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference

credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting~
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do nQ1 own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
nQ1 qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and rmancial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own role-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement ~roy'ps", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(t) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed ti(J)..~.~d:t?~ fPA. D Date .seo /9 2--


